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I NI I . ND STATES OF. ..AMERICA 
DEPARTMEN OF 11OL SING AND URBAN DE\ 1:LOPMENT 

OH ICE OF AI) \ 1IN ISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 

The Secretary, United States 
Den:a - lin-cm of HoLtsin ,.2 and L4  11  

Dc clopment, on Fchal t .  
XXXX, 	 ) 

HUD All No. 
Charging Party, 	 J 	FHEO No. 08-11-0182-8 

) 
v. 	 ) 

) 
Brad Carter and Julie Ward-Carter, 	) 

Respondents. 

	  ) 

CHARGE OF DISCRIMINATION 

JURISDICTION 

On or about June 24, 2011, the complainant, XXXX ("Complainant"), filed a verified 
complaint with the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (the "HUD 
Complaint"), alleging that Respondents Brad Carter and Julie Ward-Carter ("Respondents") 
violated the Fair Housing Act as amended in 1988, 42 U.S.C. Section 3601 el seq. (the "Act"), 
by refusing to grant him a reasonable accommodation, refusing to renew his lease due to unpaid 
discriminatory fines and fees. and interference \\ ith  his housin.2 rights in vioLdion of 42 U.S.C, 

.;61) i and 3618, On or ai nnit .\ittist 10, 2011, the HI 'D C(.)mplann \\ as  amcHd.,',I lo remove 
LA o ether named res )))nticins. Rcspondent's pwperty mand2c1 	Re,rondcw ., 	.11\ 
mdR,L:cmcnt comp:in\ 	entered Info sc ;HAL. conciliation alrecrucn) 
CompHinant, 
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The Orrice of bib .  I Lt, , bm2. 	1.qual 	 hcii:iii - t)r the 
Sceb21;11\ roi -  I 	I 1 ,, tHbiLl 	 ()pbortumib. h;b: (left] 	re,e, oh:11)1c 

Ht ,  its l'HIC C [Wit 	j1 ,,±1M111;1! ,) 1 . \. 	 11,1\ c)CCII:'1,2,1 ul !hl , 	[ s•L' ;111:1 

al1111011/Cd 	 'd 	 td 	\ (1. 11.1 

II. 	St \INT   )1\I PC. 131 )\S I\ s Plq)1:17)1 11115 CHAI:CIF 

Based on HUD's \ cstigation oldie alfcg,itions contained in the aforcw,ntioned HUD 
Complaint and DeR21 . 111111;lib 'H 	Re:Ht 1 11 .,IHIC CHH•c. 	 Brit' Cirtcr ,tad Title Ward- 
Caney al .,: ellar , c;1 \\ IIII  (.lis,:riminaling against Complainant 	N \ 	an Jig"'I'ic\cii person as 
defined h\ 	 6020), base , n disabilit\ in viokoion oi 42 L.S.C..;; 360441 and 3617 
or the Act as , tiows: 

1. It is unlawful to discrimindtc in the sale or rental, or otherwise make unavailable or 
deny, a dwelling to any buyer or renter because of handicap of that buyer or renter. 
42 U.S.C. § 3604W(I)(A); 24 C.F.R. § 100.202(b)(1). 

2. It is unlawful to discriminalc against any person in the terms, conditions, or pri 
of sale or rental of a llWelling, or in the provision of services or facilities in 
connection with such a d\i\ citing after it is sold. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(1)(2)(A) and (B). 
Discrimination includes a refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, 
policies, practices or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to 
afford a disabled person an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling unit. 42 
U.S.C. § 3604(1)(3)(B): 24 C.F.R. § 100.204. 

3. It unlawful to coerce, intimidate, threaten, or interfere with any person in the exercise 
or enjoyment of, or on account of his having exercised or enjoyed, or on account of 
his having aided or encouraged any other person in the exercise or enjoyment of, any 
right granted or protected by sections 3603, 3604, 3605, or 3606 of Title 42 of the 

.S. ('ode. 42 U.S.C. ti  3617; 2.1 C.F.R. §100.70. 

4. \tihiccE Imp:11\ Iv a oqikloiniiiiiim unit in the I.ox Point at Red , lone 
located at 	1.;_t.:(1\tone 
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At all tinies IcleA ant to this charg::, Respondent ,. utiliied the services id a property 
nittinagentent comptim i"R.espondents' Propert\ lanagement CompsinC) and 

1Pi 	mathiger cl:espondents Property Nlaniiger - t fk )1 -  the rental of the Subject 

9. 1:0\ 1 ,piffl at Redstone .\ssociiiiipa, Inc. ("the HOA —  is e community homeowner 
association tor the Subject Properk. At all times relevant to this C'hinige. the HOA 

	

lic,ppilsible 	comi 	rules and policies governing iHe condominium 
regime ;11 Lir\ Point 	Redstone and the Siibpkiit Property. 

10. Ptioperp■ NIttnagement S ■ sicins. Inc. (VMS") is the management '2 ■211t for the 
Subject Property and agent of the HOA. At all times relevant to this Charge, PMS 
v, as responsible for the daily management and operations at the Fox Point at 
Redstone development and the Subject Property. 

11. Derek Peterson ("Peterson") is a property mana.ger and real estate sales ,went for 
PMS. At all times relevant to this Change. Peterson was responsible for the day-to-
day operations and management of the Fox Point at Redstone development and 
Subject Property, including We processing of reasonable accommodation requests and 
the assessment of fines and tees. 

12. The HOA has a written pet policy at the Subject Property implemented on May 6, 
2010. The HOA's policy prohibits "outside pets" and requires a one-time S150.00 
registration fee for each pet and proof of liability coverage of at least S 100,000. The 
poli 	stag's in part: 

Nothing in this policy shall preclude the ownership and possession 
of an animal which is required as, or which qualifies as a 'service 
animal' as allowed by the Federal Fair Housing Act: provided 
however that the [ROA] shall be entitled to require satisfactory 
evidence of the eligibility and need for any such animal and the 

require that the service animal otherwise qualify 
cv tetie it is reds:Ai:Able to do so, vv ith the other provisions of this 
p 	iiicy. 

iiitten 	 e:111 	 : ice ',I:H1111;1k. 
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1 11 idl,'`, 1111111er l',.'qL.11.IC• 1 	idtiestor sign tt ineklicsil [clease tkuthori/inp their 
tai nkii.ilui 	i 	iiiki\ipk: 	speak \\ ill:  a rciirc ,,..mt;iii\ e ci Ilic III I) \.. 
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15. Tile' OA's se ice animal and emotional support polic\ re,ittires tile t inestor to 
comply with !heir "pet polieN and 	\ 	 H ) reL'isttat ion fit 

16. oia \h,\ 2010. C 	 his ,hotion I sin 	I:an:H.1P, a 
InimA 	Inc . 	ci 	 \\ lilt  him and his \ 

17. On or tibota \la\ 	. 2010, Peterson ein,tiicd Respondcnt Brad ail 	aid infornl 
him that C, nplainani flab 	th,.: Subicci Propert y.  

1 8. 	On or about Nlav 	2010. we Res,polhicui,' pitireri \ Nunm ,Licluclit conipan\ 
emailed Complainant and informed him that it he had a doLi at the Subiect Property 
he needed to rento\ e the 	stibi 	t 	 ‘, •i1 ) 1C e\ ietion. 

19. On or about May 25, 2010. Complainant responded by email to the Respondents' 
Property Management Company and informed them that the dog was an emotional 
support animal under the Act, ind not a pet, and the HOA was required hy law to 
make an exception to its pet policy. 

20. On or about May 25, 2010, Respondents' Property Management Company emailed 
Complainant and informed him he needed to provide medical documentation to 
support his request, fill out HOA's pet registration paperwork, and comply with all of 
the HOA's other requirements, including payment of the HOA's registration fee for 
pets. 

On or about May 25, 2010, Complainant forwarded a scanned prescription dated 
May 14, 2010, from his doctor at the Veterans' Administration that stated 
"[Complainant] is a Gulf War veteran and is currently under my care. I believe his 
dog is therapeutic for him." 

On or about May 25, 2010, Respondents' Property 'Management Company 
ackho ,,,t 'edged the reasonable accommodation request but maintained that 
Complainant still needed 1, ,  fill out the 1M's registration, sign a lease addendum, 
and pay th.,: HOA's registration fee. 

On .r 	\Li\ 25. Mill).  ConipIttirnint re , pt , nded by entail 
ltl 	 1, , nH 	;inin:d1 	6t;.. 	 :i etccd 	idl nu t 

\ faii ,i ,...iii 	 .,It 	L LI:11,:1) , , lk 11 IC ■ f[HFCLI 	 Hi i \ 	..,, 

'.i , !1,I lt , 1 1 	 ink het I:ci‘n ,,c. d iPlcd -HI hid ini , il:,...d (11.. 110A 
1 et 1.....asirtithin toi Li. and nii)cilladtm rk... 	, r,l, 	, 1 tht: dc ,_ 	mn1;lin,tri1 did not pay 
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reLtisutalion ice. 	he 1:,.,pondents' Propert '" ■ ltirrager pro\ itled this 
•n ion -H ., 1h  Iii pei c i;‘,,tn 	itit',.;;;;Hed 	t.tinpi t in j nt !;,.; Hcei t c ,t ; 0 	ork dhee 1; \ wi th 

the 11O.A. tM pn 	his re 	siccommodation 

25. On or .t1),-..11 	.. 2010. Complainant  proA Bled to Peterson a letter from 
(on:plain:1m ,  ps\ ch; .ttiterapist. dated \L.\ 2.s. 2010. !he letter identitied 
Complainant as 	person \\ \ 	 111111l:11 ■ 011'+ ( . 0111pLiinant 

dis,j1 , 1HI 	and ∎ Lint.s t.1 tilL11 ;.111 ■:11101101hIlstiprorl animal 
w011 1,t 	 1 , n d ;,\ oil m enhance Complainams ability to fully 
use and chi t'\ [he '..stibict_t Prober' 

26. Complainant in Lortued Peterson that he did not want Peterson to share his pri ate 
medical infornutt )ti vyith the flOA's Board, as die Board is comprised of his 
neighbors. 

27. On or about June 3, 2010, the Ltitorne\ for the HOA sent Complainant an email 
asserting that the HOA had the rich( to request and receive appropriate medical 
information in support of the reasonable accommodation request, and that access to 
such information should not he restricted. Complainant responded to the HOA's 
attorney's email stating that he laid adequately substantiated his disability and need 
for his emotional support animal when he provided Peterson with the letter from 
Complainant's psychotherapist. Complainant disputed the need for the Board 
members, who are his neighbors, to review his private medical information. 

28. On or about June 22, 2010, the HOA's attorney responded by email that the 
Complainant's position was unwarranted and that Complainant had not provided 
adequate substantiation of the disability or necessity for the animal. The HOA's 
attorney went on to inform Complainant he would recommend enforcement action be 
taken. 

9. 	On or about June 22. 2010, Complainant responded to the HOA's attorney and 
Peterson, in fele\ :Int n:11i: 

I HI\ 	 \ 	ith the reque-Aol information. 
\H ‘m,; 	share m\ itrptate 	 in\ 

11' 1 , 	11 

I' 	 1 	i,t1 

30. 
 atvottlino.d.ot , ;11 .• 

31. \l‘ 

sat is[tr,:t 	 ;b1ish  

l/ell 1 	Ilk' {it);\ lk' proCC-0 , :111,I 	11/4:;i\ ∎  

;!I 	\ Rlin! "di 1 ■ C ■ i•l..t , I1C 	 pei'1 A.  

	

1!edi 1/4: , t! ki,)C[ip.j.clit'dtik,f) 1)1,1\ 	11\ Co: np i c ,i nwit  

	

tlitt\\ net:essit 	and the sole point of 
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contention hem een the Complainant. Respondents, the HOA, and Peterson \\ as  the 
pa ■ Men( or OW pet i"Cgistroion rec. 

On or about July 6, 2010. Respontcins' Propcm N1anai..-lenient Comp ;i n lomarded 
to Complainant by email a cop\ of a letter from tit,: 110:\ dated Jul \ 2. 2() (). I fining 
Respondents $150 for an animal Ncing present in the Subject Properk and barking 
lospontlents .  Propert\ Compan \ informed COliipl:linant that lie ould 
need to pa ■ the fines immediately 

	

in 	
. Complainant refused to pay the fine assessed 

film Respondents. 

33. On or about July 8, 2010, Peterson mailed Complainant, with Respondents. 
Respondents' Property Manager, and the 'HOA's attorney all carbon copied, to 
acknowledge receipt of his pet registration form. Peterson further requested that 
Complainant provide a liability insurance certificate for the animal to the HOA and 
also requested the $150.00 registration fee from Respondents' Property Manager. 
That same day, Respondents' Property Manager responded that Complainant would 
need to pay the registration fee, to which Peterson responded that Respondents should 
take the fee out of Complainant's security deposit. 

34. On or about July 12, 2010, Complainant sent separate identical letters to the 
Respondents' Management Company and Peterson requesting they allow the 
emotional support animal as a reasonable accommodation and to remove any fines 
and registration fee. 

35. On or about July 29, 2010, Complainant, Complainant's attorney advocate, 
Respondents, Peterson, and the HOA's attorney held a conference call to discuss the 
issues that are the subject of this Charge. During that conference call, no resolution 
was reached between the parties on the sole remaining issue, which was payment of 
the pet registration fee. Complainant continued to assert that the registration fee for 
the assistance animal was illegal and the HOA and Respondents disagreed. 
Complainant agreed to purchase the required liability insurance, but refused to pay 
the required registration fee. 

36, 	On or about Al1 ,2.11 ,, t 2, 2010, Peterson informed C01111)1:iill;tilt that he, the HOA's 
attiirney, and die 110.111:R1 fe \ ie\\ 	 ,ICC()1111110Ckitikii 

	

eind 	. 	 ( 	 rs\i•i;1.11ec 	and thai ilic\ 

38. 	On 
1 	

fill 	iii 

5. 2010. Petel 	inCorm,:i.11:c\HrklciH‘ (li;tt the 110A lad 	d 
no them, 	line leletter •t:i[ed that Ow l ine \\ate  Neill ;in 

6 



C 	 \\ 	\\ CI 	still alli0\\ 	 to 

I LT an anima! :if Inc • h.)] I PF ■ TCi•I \ . 

39.  20 0 Peterson Hiiirmedl ■ espondenis in,it [he HOA had ass 'sse 
100.00 rine gainsi 	lie letter slated. that tile fin;: 	,is 	imr,)sed beeatisc 

Al CR' stilt 

..111 	 PI 

40. The tiro, fine \\ 	on .1;!iv 2. 2010, aiier 	inforiii;luon 1 ■■ 

\ arld line IIC‘.'d 	II.0 	 ;H\HLII1E 	\\ 	FCCCI \ 

H 1:.espoihleurs, the 11( ) \. and Peterson. 

41. Thy' last three lines. .August 	.201U. September 15, 2010, and September 16. 2010, 
were iinposed \\ ell  :trier it had been conceded that the dog was an assistance animal 
and not a pet. 

42. Complainant's Iczic with Respondents was set to expire on September 30, 2010. 

43. On or about September 7, 2010. Complainant emailed Respondents and the 
Respondents' Property Manager to express Complainant's willingness to extend the 
lease. 

44. On or about September 10, 2010, the Respondents" Property Manager informed 
Complainant that Respondents were willing to extend the lease if Complainant paid 
the 5150.00 registration fee and paid $200.00 in fines that the HOA had imposed on 
Respondents. 

45. Complainant declined the conditional offer to renew the lease and moved out of the 
Subject Property. 

46. On or about October 7'1, 2010. [he Rk.sspondenis .  Ompt..0v Nhinager refunded a 
portion of Complain,int's security ilepoit, but deducted 5150.00 for the 	Pet 
violation assessmcni charged by 110A," and 50s.92 101 dr \ C[Cd11111'zI kirlpt.'• to reline C 

dog hair noon the curl:lin,. 

47. oc r 20 01 . 1),.1 

49, \ 1 ,1 1,.;;:s1111,' 

\ 

'111111 ,  •k 	I I o Int t 	IICI 	1)(' t 	' 

\ 	 st 	 he Complainant 	tine 
ein,ii 	 .1, 

,:liar.2ing II Ice 1 )r Compl:tith. 
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■ 1,i1, 1,1 	 Ill 	, iiihellsate the Collipt 	'Lint 	ili 

1:1 ■ ‘'11\ ■2111L'Ib.V. 	 h\ Respondents' kiiscrimindt 
to 1.2 I 	, 	 and 

3, 

r\ conduct pursuant 

w 	\tic 1..1n accommodation 	necessary to a 'Cord the CompiThiaut an 
etiti,A1 	, oritinit\ to use and city\ tire (.I\\CHIFIL/ 42 U.S.C. § 3o0-1, 
C.A.,R. 	I (4).2'..0 - 1... 

50, 	Re , nondems 	the Act h\ 	itotisitp.! Lula\ ailithic tip the Conipl.tinitat due 
to las disaHii\ \\ hen  tlic..y conditioned He rene\\ ;it o. 	leas,: on tire payment or :t 
Lee d , r 	 assistance 	 t '.8.C. 	3604(ftil 	' 

Itit).202(b)(1). 

51. Res 	s \ 	the Act by making housinu unavailable to the CompLanam due 
to his 

	

	\ vv hen they conditioned the renewal of his lease on the pa\ ment of 
Complainatit's assistance animal. 

52. Respondents violated the Act by harassing Complainant and for passing on fines and 
fees to the Complainant for maintaining an emotional support animal. 42 U.S.C. 
§ 3617; 24 C.F.R. § 100.70. 

53. As a result of Respondents' discriminatory conduct, Complainant and his wife 
suffered damages including but not limited to physical and emotion distress, anxiety, 
and inconvenience. 

54. As a result of Respondents' discriminatory conduct, Complainant and his wife 
suffered economic damages including but not limited to relocation costs, loss of a 
portion of their security deposit, and other miscellaneous costs. 

CONCLUSION  

WHEREFORE, the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
through the Officc of the General Counsel, and pursuant to 12 I '.S.C.§ 3610(g)(2)(A) (2004) of 
the Act, hereby cli:trges Respondents with ell:/aging in dt,erillannror housing practices in 
violation of 	 I t and "() 1 	, ‘t .  the Act, and H 	s 'Hit an order he issued that: 

I) 	 C 	 pracitccs t 	kesn 'dents., as set fort} 
..a I Lu.; 	ALL . -1; 	 'LI .' 1 5 C 
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nCri;;11\ 	 RC ■ pt th.lent Hr 	violutio:1 01 the Act, that 4. 	 ‘, 0( )( 	1 1 1 
ndcnis 	)nrmitk. 	'LIFN11;111l 	12 I .S.( 	361 

The S. 	\ 	I It I) i t11 1. 11C 1* 1 ) 1 ',L \ 
	L.dditional relief as Ina) he “pTropri,ac under 42 

U.S.C. § 361_ 

Respectfully submitted, 

	/s/ 	  
Lisa Coronado 
Acting Regional Counsel, Region VIII 

	/s/ 	  
Matt Mussetter 
Attorney Advisor 
U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 
Office of Regional Counsel, 
Region VIII 
1670 Broadway. 25 th  Floor 
Denver, CO 80202-4801 
Telephone: (303) 672-5409 
Fax: (303) 672-5027 

Date: September 29, 201 I 
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